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I. REAL PARTY EVEVTEREST 
The real party in interest in the present appUcation is Amazon.com, Inc. 

n. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
An appeal is currently pending in U.S. Appl. No. 09/715.850, filed November 17. 2000, 
C'the '850 application"), which is owned by the assignee of the present appUcation. The '850 
appUcation discloses methods and systems for distributing infonnation within a dynamically 
defined community. 

m. STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-21 are pending in the present apphcation. Claims 12-18, 20 and 21 have been 
withdrawn fiom consideration. Claims 1-11 and 19, which are listed in the attached claims 
appendix are the subject of this appeal. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments were made in response to the Final Office Action. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The present application includes two independent claims. Each independent claim is 
paraphrased below, with citations to corresponding portions of the specification and drawings. 
These citations are provided in order to illustrate specific examples and embodiments of the 
recited claim language, and not to limit tfie claims. 

hidependent Claim 1 is directed to a method of evahiating a product review displayed in 
connection with a networked commerce site (850, Fig. 8). The mediod comprises: 

• providing a product review authored by a first customer over a network to a pluraUty of 

other customers (see. e.g.. Figs. 3B. 3C. 4; Fig. 8; page 2. lines 14-17; page 6, line 28 to 

page 7, Une 9; and page 26, line 1 9 to page 27 , line 1 7); 
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. receiving votes over the network from other customei^ indicating whether the product 
review was helpful (see. e.g., 704. Fig. 7. page 3. line 28 to page 4. line 2; and page 28 
lines 20-23); 

. taUying the votes received for the product review (see. e.g.. 706. Fig. 7; page 28. lines 23- 
24); 

• providing over the network an indication related to the vote taUy for the pn>duct review in 
association with the product review (see. c.g.. Fig. 4. page 3, lines 29-31; and page 9. 
lines 32-33); 

• tallying votes received for a plurality of reviews authored by the first customer to provide 
a total tally, the total tally including votes received for the product review (see. e.g.. page 
1 5, line 28 to page 1 6, line 5; and page 28. Hnes 25-27 ); 

. assigning a designation to the first customer based on the total vote taUy for die plurality 
of reviews authored by the first customer (see. e.g., 716. Fig. 7; Fig. 4; page 4. lines 3-10; 
and page 29, lines 1 -5 ); and 

• displaying the designation in association with the product review (see, e.g.. 718, 720, Fig. 
7; page 4, lines 3-10; and page 29, lines 1-5 ). 

Independent Claim 1 9 is directed to a method of evahiating a product review displayed in 
comiection with a networked commerce site (850. Fig. 8). The method comprises: 

• transmitting the product review to a plurality of customers (see, e.g.. Figs. 3B. 3C, 4; Fig. 
8; page 2. lines 14-17; page 6, line 28 to page 7, line 9; and page 26. line 19 to plge 27 . 
line 17); 

• leceiving from at least a portion of the plurality of customers' evaluations indicating 
whether the product review was usefiil (see, e.g.. 704, Fig. 7. page 3, line 28 to page 4. 
hne 2; and page 28. lines 20-23); 
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• tallying evaluations for a plurality of reviews fix,m at least a first customer to provide a 
combined tally for the evaluations (see, e.g.. page 15. line 28 to page 16, line 5; and page 
28, lines 25-27 ); and 

• fransmittinginfonnation related to the evaluations and the combined tally for display in 
association with the pnxiuct review (see. e.g.. 718, 720. Fig. 7; page 4, lines 3-10; and 
page 29, lines 1-5 ). 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

The following grounds of rejection are to be reviewed on appeal: 

1. The rqection of Claims 1-7. 10, and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by 
a collection of Epinions.com articles, including "Home, Netscape. Yahoo! Veterans Announce 
Epinions.com" (July 12. 1999), «Epinions.com Announces tbe Launch of its Free Online Shopping 
Guide Powered by Consumer Opinions" (September 8, 1999). Barrett, "What's Your Epinion?" 
(September 13, 1999). Tedeschi, ''Consumer Products are Being Reviewed on More W* Sites, 
Some Featuring Comments From Anyone With an Opinion" (October. 25, 1999X WoM, "User 
Review - Your Opinions Are Highly Vahied on the Web" (November 8. 1999). collectively 
refored to as "Epinions" or tiie "Epinions articles". 

2. The rejection of Claims 8. 9, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
ova the Epinions articles. 

AppeUants will treat the Epinions articles as prior art for purposes of this ^qjeal. but 
reserve the right to later disqualify aU or some of the articles as prior art. 

Vn. ARGUMENT 
The refection of riaimj, 1-7. 10. and 11 under TI.S.C. S in2fa> 
For the reasons set forth below, AppeUants respectfully submit that the rejection of 
Claims 1-7. 10. andll 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) is improper. 

A prior art reference does not anticipate the pending claims if it does not. alone, 
identically disclose each element of the AppUcanfs claims. MPEP § 2131; See also, Jn re 
Attwood, 148 USPQ 203. 210-211 (CCPA 1966). Even if the prior Irt disclosure is 



PA<^ 4/17 ■ RCVD AT 10/24/2005 2:28:31 PM [Eastern DayUgtit Time] • 8VR:U&PTO-EFXRF-6/28 " ON1S:2738300 • CSU):310 551 3458 * DURATION (mnvss):0&.20 



10/24/2005 11:36 FAX 310 551 3458 KNOBBE MARTENS ©005 

AMAZON.053A 
09/715,929 
November 17, 2000 



Docket No. 
Application No. 
Filing Date 



09/715,92<. Customer No.: 20^9S 



^^^^fy fl,e ^- as ^^^^ ^ ^^^^^^^ 

aaa^vj^ n hdu^tf „l P^„^ 756 F.2d 1556, 1560. 225 USPQ 253. 256 CF«1 CSr 
1985) (My when a prior ar, reference clain, eia,er expressly or inhcenUy describes each and 
ev«y eleven, as se. fcrfl, in fl,e cWn. slK,^ ft, elanns be rejected as being an«cipa,«, 
Verae^lB.,, y u„!„„Oi,r„ ofrnlifnmin ,8.4F.2d628.631.2USPQ2d. 1051 ,053 
(Fed. Cir. 1987); Seeememlly. tert£!^B^ 666 F.2d 578. 212 USPQ 323 (CCPA 1982) 

Because Epinions article, do no, disclose, expressly or inhcenHy, ead> clain, elen,« 
of Clanns 1-7, 1 0. and U, Appellanls submit that the tejection of these clainK is imp^pcr. 

fodeoendent Clflim T 

As set forft below, the rejection of Claim 1 is improper because the applied inferences do 
not eather expressly or inherently describe each and every element of Claim 1. The claim is 
reproduced below. 

I. A method of evaluating a product review displayed in connection with a networked 

commerce site, comprising: 

providing a product review authored by a first customer over a network to a 
plurality of other customers; 

receiving votes over the network fiom other customer indicating whether the 
pnxluct review was helpM; 

taUying the votes received for the product review; 

providing over the network an indication related to the vote tally for the product 
review in association with the product review; 

tallying votes received for a pluraUly of reviews authored by the first customer to 
provide a total tally, tiie total taUy including votes received for tiie product review; 

assigning a designation to the first customer based on the total vote tally for the 
plurality of reviews authored by the first customer; and 

displaying the designation in association with the product review. 
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The Epinions articles do not expressly or inherently describe "tallying votes received for a 
plurality of reviews authored by the first customer to provide a total tally, the total tally including 
votes received for the product review," as recited by Claim 1 . Further, the Epinions articles do 
not expressly or inherently describe '^assigning a designation to the first customer based on the 
total vote tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the first customer," as recited by Claim 1 . 

hi rejecting Claim 1 over Epinions, it is not clear if the Examiner is asserting that the 
Epinions articles expressly disclose 'tallying votes received for a plurality of reviews authored by 
the first customer to provide a total tally" and "assigning a designation to the first customs based 
on the total vote tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the first customer," or that the 
Epinions articles inherently disclose the foregoing elemoits. While the Examiner never 
acknowledges that any of the claim elemmts are not expressly disclosed by the Epinions articles, 
and never specifically states that any of the claim elements are inherently disclosed by the 
Epinions articles, the Examiner uses the following language "[I]n order to assess \^ch reviewers 
provide the most useful reviews, there must be a tally of the assessments of usefidness of the 
reviews accumulated from the other conmiunity members" (page 2 of the Final OfiBce Action, 
en^hasis added), as well as similar language elsewhere, which indicates that the Examine may be 
making an inherency argument The following discussion addresses the feilure of the Epinions 
articles to either expressly or inherently disclose certain claim elemmts. 

The Examiner appears (at pages 2, 6 and 7 of the Final OflBce Action) to assert that the 
elements "tallying votes received for a plurality of reviews authored by the first customer to 
provide a total tally" and "assigning a designation to the first customer based on the total vote 
tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the first customer," are disclosed by "Epinions,com 
Announces the Launch of its Free Online Shopping Guide Powered by Consumer Opinions" at 
paragraphs 2, 4, 7, and 8, "Home, Netscape, Yahoo! Veterans Aimounce Epinions.com," paragr^h 
4, and "User Review - Your Opinions Are Highly Valued on the Web" paragr^h 1 1 . 

However, "^rinions-com Announces the Launch of its Free Online Shopping Guide 
PowCTed by Consumer Opinions," paragraphs 2, 4, 7, and 8, 'Home, Netsc^e, Yahoo! Veterans 
Annoimce epimons.com," paragr^h 4, "Consumer Products are Being Reviewed on More Web 
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Sites," paragraph 5. "User Review - Your Opinions Ax^ Hi^y Valued on the Web," paragraph 
1 1 . "What's your Epinion?." paragraph 5. cited by the Examiner, respectively merely r«.ite: 
STT""'"' is a platform for consumers to share advice and recommendations 

St on ""^^ ^"1"°^ *° ^'"y ^ experiences At 

Epm,ons.com consumers have the final say: they write about S,ducts theylove 
or hate rate the usefutaess of others' epinions, and read epinions from p^e &ey 
trust Consumers c^ rely on Epinions.com to offer bruJly honest. relS^d 

Sn.r *i """^^^ "^P^y P^ducts. Epinions.com 

tSi T?^^ ^"P^- ™t and reviewers 

who tell It hke It IS. (Epmions.com Amiounces the Launch ofits Free Online 
Shoppmg Guide Powered by Consumer Opinions, paiagisqjh 2) 

Transparency Ensures Trust and QuaUty. Users need to tiiist the advice they 
rec«ve At Epmions.com, users can find out about the reviewer giving advice 
smiply by chcking on a reviewer's profile page, which includes everyAing fixmi a 

photograph to a Ust of aU written reviews with comS^rZ^ 
hi addition, Eimuc^^^ 

content whidi is helpfid to shoppers. Reviewers are paid solely ac^ding to the 
^efalne^ of their content. (Epinions.com Announces Laun^ of its 74 
Onhne Shopping CJmde Powered by Consumer Opinions, paragraph 4) 

'^^^^^fe experts. They may not be professionals, but they do 
Imve somethmg just as valuable to offer. Epinions.com offers enthusiasts a foZ 
to share their expertise. Top community-rated reviewers will be featured 
pi^eotlyon the site and wiU become personaUties, just like professional 
^ewers. JiYfinaUy will gain the recognition they deserve. (Epinions.com 
Announces the Laun^ of its Free Online Shoppmg Guide Powered by Consume 
Opinions, paragraph 7) 

E^ons.c^ reviewers will get paid, in cash, based on the usefiUness of their 
J^ce. The Epmions.com Eroyalties program will be able to redeem their 
eanuogs in the form of a check or wiU have the option to donate their earnings to 

charity Reviewers can being earning money immediately and redemption^ be 
^ailablebytheendo^^ 

Onhne Shoppmg Guide Powered by Consumer Opinions, paragi^h 8) 

Reviews written by consumers for consumes; in order to maintain a high-level of 

quality. aU^ews WiU be ranked by users and s^^^ 

Netsc^ Yahoo! Veterans Announce epinions.com, piagraph 4) 
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The cornerstone of the Epinions service, for instance, is this it both rewards and 
rates product reviewers, in hopes of giving them enough incentive to provide 
useful opinions. Anyone can sign up to give advice of products that fit into the 
site's 12 categories, and prospective shoppers can browse throu^ the reviews and 
rate them on a scale from "not useful" to "very useful." To build credibility - and 
eliminate suspicion that they are merdy conopany shills in disguise - advisers can 
build a page on the site with photos and personal information. (Consumer 
Products are Being Reviewed on More Web Sites, paragraph 5). 

authors are rewarded by having highly rated opinions shown at the top of a search. 
That*s important because the first opinions are the ones most often read. (User 
Review - Your Opinions Are Highly Valued on the Web, paragraph 11). 

As a little incentive, Epinions.com promises to reward your hard work with cold 
hard cash if your reviews prove popular. Popiilarity is measured in terms of how 
often your review is read, and how highly other Epinibns.com members rate it. 
Don't expect to get rich, though. Writing an auto review, for example, currently 
earns you 3 [cait] per monber visit, or $30 per 1000 readers. (What's your 
Epinion?, paragraph 5) 

None of the foregoing citations expressly or inhermtly describe "tallying votes received 
for a plurality of reviews aufeored by the first customer to provide a total tally, the total tally 
including votes received for the product review" or **assigning a designation to the first customer 
based on the total vote tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the first customer," as recited 
by amended Claim 1 . 

Even if, as asserted by the Examiner, the Epinions articles imply that a tally is kept of 
how often a given review is read (pages 3 and 7 of the Final Office Action), that reviewCTs* 
pictures might be featured on the web site if their reviews are widely read (pages 3 and 7 of the 
Final OfiBce Action), that a list of all written reviews with community ratings is made available 
to community members (pages 3 and 7 of the Final Office Action), none of the citations relied on 
by the Examine disclose, expressly or inherently, "tallying votes received for a plurality of 
reviews authored by the first customer to provide a total tally" or "assigning a designation to the 
first customer based on the total vote tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the first 
customer." 

-8^ 
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Thus, for example even if fte Epiniom articles disclose keeping a telly of ho« often a 
«v,ew is ,«d, arSdes do disclose providing a toul ttlly basad on votes received ftr a 
plwaliO, of reviews. Pnrfter, even if fte Epinions articles disclose fea^ning top conm.uni.y. 
nited reviewe.. „„^«,ay on a,e E,ini™«.con, site, fte articles do no. disclose how a 
delenninason is niade as to which reviewers are ,„p c™>,n,™i^„ted reviewers, much less 
disclose aasigmng . designation to a reviewer based on a total vote taUy for a pltnality of reviews 
authored by the reviewer. 

With respect to inherency, the feet that a certain resuh or characteristic may occur or be 
present m the prior art is not sufficient to estabhsh the inherency of that result or characteristic 
In re RiJckaerU 9 F.3d 1531. 1534, 28 USPQ2d 1955. 1957 (Fed. Cir, 1993); In re Oelrich, 666 
F.2d 578. 581-82, 212 USPQ 323. 326 (CGPA 1981). "To establish inherency, the extrinsic 
evidence "must make clear that the missing descriptive matter is necessarily present in the thing 
descnbed in the refer«K:e. and that it would be so recognized by persons of oniinary skUI 
hierency. however, may not be established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere feet that a 
certam thmg may result from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient.' " /„ re Robertson 
169F.3d 743, 745,49USPQ2d 1949, 1950-51 (Fed.Cir. 1999). Because the missing descriptivJ 
matter is not necessarily present in Epinions, Epinions does not inherently disclose "tallying 
votes received for a plurality of reviews authored by the first customer to provide a total tally' 
and "assigning a designation to the first customer based on the total vote tally for the pluraHty of 
reviews authored by the firet customer." 

For example, even if the Epinions articles disclose keeping a tally of how often a review 
IS read, or measuring how highly readers rate a renew, it does not necessarily follow that 
Epmioos must provide a total taUy based on votes received for a plurality of reviews ftom a 
customer. Further, even if the Epinions articles disclose featuring on the Epinions web site the 
reviewer who are most highly rated by the community, it does not necessarily follow that 
Epmions must assign a designation to a customer based on the total vote tally for the plurality of 
reviews authored by the customer. For example, it may be determined that a reviewer is highly 
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rated if any one of the reviewer's reviews receives a "very usefid" rating, rather than making such 
a determination based on the total vote tally for the plurality of reviews authored by the customer. 

Because the references cited by the Examiner do not expressly or inhorently describe 
elements in Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 1 is improper. 

Dependent Claim 2 

Because Claim 2 depends from Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 2 is improper for the reasons 
set forth above for Claim 1, hi addition, the rejection of Claim 2 is improper because the 
Epinions articles do not expressly or inherently disclose the elements added by Claim 2, namely 
that the votes tallied in Claim 1 "comprise votes indicating that the product review is helpful and 
votes indicating that the product review is not helpftd." The Final Office Action does not fiiUy 
address diese elements. 

Dependent Claim 3 

Because Claim 3 depends from Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 3 is improper for the reasons 
set forth above for Claim 1. hi addition, the rejection of Claim 3 is improper because the 
Epinions articles do not expressly or inherently disclose the elements added by Claim 3, namely 
"wharein the helpful votes are weighted differently than non-helpful vote." The citations relied 
on by the Examiner in rejecting this claim do not even mention weighting one type of vote 
differently than another type of vote. 

Dependent Claim 4 

Because Claim 4 dep^ds from Claim 1 , the rejection of Claim 4 is improper for the reasons 
set forth above for Claim 1. In addition, the rejection of Claim 4 is improper because the 
Epinions articles do not expressly or inha^tly disclose the elements added by Claim 4, namely 
"displaying a ranking in association with a plurality of the first customer's reviews, wherein the 
ranking is based at least in part on the vote tally." The citations relied on by the Examiner in 
rqecting this claim do not even disclose displaying a ranking in association with a plurality of the 
first customear's reviews, much less that the ranking is based at least in part of ttie vote tally as 
claimed. The Examiner appears to be confusing a rating of a review with a ranking based on a 
vote tally for a pluraUty of reviews. 

-10- 
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Dependent riflim < 

Because Claim 5 depends from Claim 4. the rejection of Claim 5 is improper for the reasons 
set forth above for Claim 4. In addition, the rejection of Claim 5 is improper because the 
Epmions articles do not expressly or inherently disclose the elements added by Claim 4 namely 
'Vher^m the ranking is determined by the number of helpful and unhelpful votes received for 
one or more of the first customer's r^ews." "me citations relied on by the Examiner in rejecting 
this claim do not disclose determining a ranking based on both the number of helpful votes and 
the number of unhelpful votes received for one or more of a customer's reviews. 

Dependent Claim 6 

Because Claim 6 depends from Claim 4, the rejection of Claim 6 is improper for the r^ons 
set forth above for Claim 4. m addition, Ae rejection of Claim 6 is improper because the 
Epmions articles do not expressly or inherently disclose the elements added by Claim 6, namely 
"comprising rewarding the first customer at least partly in response to the first customer 
actaeving a first ranking." The citations relied on by the Examiner in rejecting this claim do not 
disclose the foregoing elements, and the Final Office Action does not fuUy address these 
elements. 

Dependent CAam 7 

Because Claim 7 depends from Claim I. the rejection of Claim 7 is improper for the 
r^ns set forth above for Claim 1. m addition, the rejection of Claim 7 is improper because the 
Epmions articles do not expressly or inherently disclose the elements added by Claim 7 namely 
"displaying the designation in association with a plumlity of reviews authored by the first 
customer." The Final Office Action does not fidly address these elements. 

Dependent riaim in 
Claim 10 depends from, and stands or fells with. Claim 1 . 

Dependent Claim 1 1 

Because Claim 11 depends from Clahn 1. the rqection of Claim 11 is improper for the 
reasons set forth above for Claim 1. m addition, the rejection of Qaim 1, is improper because 
the Epimons articles do not expressly or inherentty disclose the elements added by Claim 11, 

-11- 
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namely "generating a profile page associated with the first customer, wh^ein the profile page 
includes the number of unhelpful votes the first customer has received/' The citations relied 
upon by the Examiner do not discuss providing the number of unhelpfiil votes a customer has 
received. The Final Office Action does not fiilly address the claim elemrats. 

The rcjectinn nf naim s 9, and 19 under 35 U.S.CL 8 103fa> 
For the reasons set forth below. Appellants respectfully submit that the obviousness 
rejection of Claims 8, 9, and 19 is improper. 

Dependent Claim 8 

Because Claim 8 depends firom Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 8 is improper for the 
reasons set forth above for Claim 1. In addition, as admitted by the Examiner, tiie Epinions 
articles fail to disclose preventing a vote on the provided review fix)m the first customer from 
being included in the tally of votes received for the product review. Nonetheless, the Examiner 
argues that it would have been obvious to adapt Epinions.com to prevent a vote on the product 
review from the first customer firan being included in a tally of votes received for the product 
review in order to prevent the first customer fix)m unfairly skewing the voting results in his/her 
favor while ignoring the general consensus of the Epinions community as a whole. However, 
the Epinions articles do not even mention, and do not appear to recognize or be concerned with 
any problems associated with a customer who would imfisiirly skew voting results. Further, 
because the Epinions articles do not evm mention putting any limitations on voting, do not 
describe any mechanism for providing any limitations on voting, and eq^pear unconcerned with 
putting any limitations on voting, there would be no motivation to modify the disclosure of the 
Epinions articles as suggested by the Examiner. 

Dependent riaim Q 

Because Claim 9 depends Srom Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 9 is improper for Ae 
reasons set forth above for Claim 1. hi addition, as admitted by the Examiner, the Epinions 
articles fail to disclose each of the other customers is prevaited from voting more than once in 
relation to the product review. Nonetheless, the Examina: argues that it would have he&i 
obvious to modify Epinions.com such that each of the other customers is prevented from voting 
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more than once in relation to the product review in order to help ensure that each customer has 
no more and no less than his/her fair representation in the vote, thereby reducing the likelihood of 
skewing voting results in favor of the opinion of a single individual or limited group of 
individuals and increasing the likelihood of more accurately represrating the opinions of the 
Epinions.com community as a whole. 

Howevar, the Epinions articles do not even mention, and do not appear to recognize or be 
concerned with any problems associated with a customer who would unfiairly skew voting 
results, much less a customer who would unfairiy skew voting results by voting more than once. 
Further, because the Epinions articles do not even mention putting any limitations on voting,, do 
not desoibe any mechanism for providing any limitations on voting, and appear unconcerned 
with putting any limitations on voting, tho-e would be no motivation to modify the disclosure of 
the Epinions articles as proposed by the Examiner. 



With respect to Claim 19, the Examiner asserts that Claim 19 recites limitations already 
addressed by the rejection of Claim 1 and that ^erefore the same rejection applies. As similarly 
discussed above with respect to Claim 1, the Epinions articles do not do not expressly or 
inherently describe **tallying evaluations for a plurality of reviews from at least a first customer to 
provide a combined tally for the evaluations," as recited by Claim 1 9, Therefore, the rqection of 
Qaim 19 is improper. 

In addition, the rejection of Claim 19 is impropa: because the cited references neither 
teach nor suggest 'transmitting information related to the evaluations and Ae combined tally for 
display in association with the product review." While the Examiner admits that the Epinions 
articles do not disclose that the combined tally of evaluations for the plurality of reviews is 
displayed in association with a single product review, nonetheless, the Examine maintains fliat it 
would have been obvious to adapt Epinions.com to actively display the combined tally of 
evaluations for the phiraUty of reviews in association with a single product review in order to 
provide the community of users with a tool to conveniently attain a more accumte assessment of 



Independent Claim 19 
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to peA^anc of each review ia relation to ofter reviews, ftereby placing a,c asscsmcn, in a 

more meamngful context. 

However, as discussed above, the Epimons articles feU to disclose tallying evaluations for 
a pl^^ity of reviews from at least a first customer to provide a combined tally for the 
evaluations. Therefore, there would be no motivation to adapt Epinions.com as disclosed by the 
Epmions articles to display such a combined tally in association with a review. Further it is not 
clear how providing such a combined tally in association with a review would, in the Examiner's 
words, "conveniently attain a more accurate assessment of the performance of each review in 
relation to other reviews.*' 

CONCLTLSfON 

Forthereasonssetforthabove.therejectionsofClaims 1-11 and 19 are improper and 

should be reversed. 



David N. Weiss 
Registration No. 41,371 
Attorney of Record 
Customer No. 20,995 
(310)551-3450 
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Vra. CLAIMS APPENDED 



1 . A method of evaluating a product review displayed in connection with a networked 
commerce site, comprising: 

providing a product review authored by a first customer over a network to a 
plurality of other customers; 

receiving votes over the network fiom other customers indicating whether the 
product review was helpful; 

tallying the votes received for the product review; 

providing over the network an indication related to the vote tally for the product 
review in association with the product review; 

tallying votes received for a plurality of reviews authored by the first customer to 
provide a total tally, the total tally including votes received for the product review; 

assigning a designation to the first customs: based on the total vote tally for the 
plurality of reviews authored by the first customs; and 

displaying the designation in association with the product review. 

2. Tlie m^od as defined in Claim 1 , wharein the votes comprise votes indicating that 
the product review is helpfiil and votes indicating tfiat the product review is not helpfiil. 

3. The method as defined in Claim 2, wherein ttie helpfiil votes are weighted differ^tly 
than non-helpfijl vote. 

4. The method as defined in Claim 1 , displaying a ranking in association witti a plurality 
of the first customer's reviews, wherein the ranking is based at least in part on the vote tally. 

5. The method as defined in Claim 4, wherein the ranking is determined by the number 
of helpfiil and unhelpfiil votes received for one or more of the first customer's reviews. 

6. The method as defined in Claim 4, fiirther comprising rewarding the first customer at 
least partly in response to the first customer achieving a first ranking. 
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7. The method as defined in Claun 1, further comprising displaying the designation in 
association with a plurality of reviews authored by the first customer. 

8. The method as defined in Claim 1, further comprising preventing a vote on the 
providing review fix,m the fii« customer fiom being included in the tally of votes received for 

the product review, 

9. The method as defined in Claim 1, wherein each of the other custome.^ is prevented 
from voting more than onoe in relation to the product review. 

10. THe method as defined in Clahn 1, fiirther comprising generating a profile page 
associated with the fir.t customer, wherein the profile page includes an indication related to the 

number of helpfiil votes the fir.t customer has received for a plurality of reviews authored by the 

customer. 

11. The method as defined in Claim 1, further comprising generating a p,t>file page 
associated with the first customer, wherein the profile page includes the number of unhelpfiil 
votes the first customer has received. 

12. -18. (Withdrawn) 

19. A method of evaluating a product review displayed in comiection with a networiced 
commerce site, comprising: 

transmitting the product review to a plurality of customers; 

receiving from at least a portion of the plmality of customers evaluations 
indicating whether the product review was useful; 

tallying evaluations for a plurality of reviews from at least a first customer to 
provide a combined tally for the evaluations; and 

transmitting information related to the evaluations and the combined tally for 
display in association with the product review. 



K. EVTOENCEAPPEPJDIX 

None 
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X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 
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